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The Central Asian Manuscript Collection of the 
St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental Studies 
of the Russian Academy of Sciences* 


Margarita I. VOROBYOVA-DESYATOVSKAYA 
(translated from the Russian by Jan Nattier) 


Manuscripts from East Turkestan, Dunhuang and Qara Qoto (northwestern China) began 
to appear in the Asiatic Museum of the Russian Academy of Sciences at the end of the 
1880s. The final influx took place in 1915 as the result of two trips to East Turkestan by S. 
E. Malov. In 1930 all the manuscript collections of the Asiatic Museum were transferred 
to the just-established Institute of Oriental Studies of the Academy of Sciences of the 
USSR. 

Since then more than seventy years have passed, and on the whole, the period of 
restoration and conservation of the manuscripts brought from Central Asia and China has 
come to an end. A complete count of the manuscripts has been produced and corresponding 
inventory descriptions composed; thanks to these, we can now say with complete certainty 
which individual collections are preserved and how many items they contain. It should be 
mentioned at the outset, however, that the majority of the collection consists not of entire 
works and complete manuscripts, but only of individual fragments. The other Central 
Asian collections in Europe and Asia are in a comparable state. Today it is considered a 
great honor to have fragments of Sanskrit, Tokharian, Khotanese, Uighur, and even 
Chinese manuscripts dating from the first millennium CE; in the entire world there is 
only a small number of such antiquities, and at present new discoveries are not expected. 
Of course, some individual finds have come to light, but as a rule these have not been 
newly excavated but rather were already preserved in various private collections in Europe, 
Afghanistan, or Pakistan. 

In the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s fragments of Sanskrit manuscripts and inscriptions 
on ceramic containers and other materials were found during the excavation of Buddhist 
complexes dating from the first to the eighth centuries CE in the territory of then-Soviet 
Central Asia: in Tadzhikistan, Turkmenistan, Kirgizia and Uzbekistan. After the break-up 
of the Soviet Union, the participation Russian archaeologists in excavations in Central 


* This paper originally appeared in a slightly different form in G. M. Bongard-Levin, M. I. 
Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya, and E, M. Tyomkin, eds., Pamyatniki indifskoi pis’mennosti iz Tsentral’not 
Azii, vol. 3 (Moscow: Nauka, Russian Academy of Sciences, 2004), pp. 75-88. The translator would like 
to thank Mr. Stefan Baums and Mr. Kenzo Kawasaki for help on various technical points. 


' For a report on the recent discovery of Sanskrit manuscripts owned by a Norwegian collector 
see Braarvig et al., 1999; the first publications of these manuscripts can be found in Braarvig 2000 and 
2002. 
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Asia effectively came to a halt. Some monuments that had already been discovered were 
now in zones of armed conflict, and excavations there were discontinued (this applies 
above all to Termez and the Vaksh river valley of Tadzhikistan). One Sanskrit manuscript 
in Brahmi script nonetheless came into the hands of scholars from St. Petersburg: this is 
the so-called “Merv manuscript,” which came to light in 1966, evidently when an ancient 
stupa collapsed. This manuscript, written in Indian Brahmi of the post-Kushan period, was 
in all probability copied in the territory of Kashmir; excerpts were recently published 
(Bongard-Levin et al. 2004: 273-336). 


(1) The N. F. Petrovsky collection 

At present 582 items are registered in the holdings of this collection, for whose 
study S. F. Oldenburg was principally responsible. Of these, 266 are Sanskrit manuscripts 
in Brahimi script on paper (this figure includes manuscripts, individual folios of manuscripts, 
and fragments). Another 297 are Khotanese (= Khotan-Saka) manuscripts on paper, of 
which 59 manuscripts and fragments are Buddhist in content and 238 are economic 
documents, among them ten documents written on wood.’ Another eleven fragments 
are in Tokharian.’ There are two documents on wood written in northwestern (Gandhart) 
Prakrit in the Kharosthi script, and one document on wood with two different scripts: 
Brahmi on one side (in the Tokharian B language, = Kuchean) and Kharosthi (in the 
Gandhari language) on the other. Two documents on wood are written in Old Uighur, in 
the Uighur script. As far as Uighur specialists have been able to tell, these appear to be 
economic documents; they are unique in the sense that no other old Uighur manuscripts 
on wood have yet been found. There are three Tibetan manuscript fragments on paper, 
written in semi-cursive Tibetan script (the so-called “Dunhuang cursive”). The Sanskrit 
manuscripts in the Petrovsky collection will be surveyed below. 

‘There are also 128 Islamic manuscripts acquired by N. F. Petrovsky, which comprise 
part of the Arabic-script manuscript collection in the St. Petersburg branch of the Institute 
of Oriental Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences, 

In 1995 sixteen manuscripts copied in Khotan were returned to the Petrovsky 
holdings from the Chinese Dunhuang collection. Of these two can be considered bilingual 
Chinese-Khotanese texts, and the rest consist of a base text in Chinese together with an 
explanation in Khotanese written in Brahmi script.’ 


(2) The N. N. Krotkov collection 
Krotkov was the Russian consul in Urumchi and Qulja, and secretary of the consulate 


* See Emmerick and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya, eds., 1993 and 1995, 


* The honor of having published the first two Tokharian fragments, thus making them the 
property of world scholarship, belongs to S. F. Oldenburg (ZVORAO 1893, vol. 7, pp. 81-8242 plates). At 
present these fraginents are preserved, as the most esteemed pieces in the collection, under the numbers 
SI P/la, 2a. It has been determined that they contain the text of the Udanavarga. Ttwo fragments of a 
Sanskrit-Tokharian B dictionary (no. SI P/65b) were published by V. S. Vorobyov-Desyatovsky (1958), 
cf. note 18 below and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1997, p. 208. Fragment SI P/141, a docuinent on wood 
with text in Tokharian B on one side and northwest Prakrit in the Kharosthi script on the other, has 
been published; see Schmidt 2001. 


‘See Kumamoto 2001. 
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in Girin (Jilin) and Tsitsikar. This collection contains 4,073 items, the majority of which 
are fragments written in Uighur cursive or semi-cursive script, dating from the 8th-10th 
centuries CE. The collection also contains fragments of early Uighur xylographs (9th-14th 
c.). Many of the Uighur manuscripts are written on the reverse of Chinese scrolls which 
were evidently copied in Kucha and Turfan. Other noteworthy pieces in the collection 
are 26 manuscript fragments in Sanskrit written in various types of North Turkestan 
Brahmi,’ and nine manuscript fragments in Tokharian, of which five are in Tokharian B 
and four in Tokharian A.° The collection also contains 31 Manichaean Sogdian fragments’ 
and two fragments in Syriac.* 


(3) The M. M. Berezovsky collection 
Berezovsky was 2 mathematician and biologist by training, and a member of the Russian 
Geographical Society, which organized an expedition to Kucha in 1906-07. The Berezovsky 
collection long remained unstudied; only in the year 2000 did restorationists complete the 
task of conserving the fragments in archival-quality Melinex (transparent polyester) film. 
Before that they had been enclosed in ordinary plastic film, and as a result of being kept 
there for a long time, they had disintegrated so badly that no work on them was possible. 
At present 136 items in the collection have been registered; they are manuscript fragments 
on paper. A distinctive feature of this collection is the association of the fragments with 
the names of the places where they were found. Among them are 59 fragments in 
Sanskrit. Some of these have been published,’ including one fragment of a didactic work 
in which the names of the heroes of the Mahabharata are mentioned.'° 

Oldenburg had begun to prepare an edition of the eighteen Sanskrit fragments 
catalogued under the number SI B/18. In the archives is his transliteration of several 
fragments which he identified as belonging to the “Dirghagama-sitra.” For the identification 
of these fragments he made use of the Pali canon. We have not yet published these 
fragments, as it is now possible to identify them with greater precision. After the publication 
of the catalogue of Turfan manuscripts from German collections, it became necessary to 
collate our fragments not with the Pali, but with the Sanskrit texts belonging to the canon 
of the Hinayana schools that were prevalent in East Turkestan. It is known that the 


* Some of these have been published. See Bongard-Levin and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1990, 
pp. 97-99 (two fragments of the Sardilakarnavadana, SI Kr 1V/343b, Kr TV/790), pp. 204-206 (one 
fragment of the Pratimoksa-sittra, SI 2 Kr/82{2}), and pp. 185-203 (two fragments of the Nagaropama-satra, 
SI 2 Kr/82[1] and 2 KT/9{2}). 


° See Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1997, p. 208, n. 7. 
" See Ragoza 1980. 
* See Pigulevskaya 1940 and Meshcherskaya 1998. 


“The first to be published were two fragments of syllabary tablets in slanting Central Asian 
Brahmi from Onbashi Ming-6i in the region of Kucha; see Vorobyov-Desyatovsky 1958, Text 2. 
Twenty fragments of a Pratimoksa-stitra in the version of the Sarvastivada school (SI B/12) were 
published in Bongard-Levin and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1990, vol. 2, pp. 185-203. In the same 
volume were published fragments of a Mabavaddna-sitra and of a Hinayana Mahaparinirvana-sitra (SI 
B/14; pp. 208-244) and three fragments of the Bodharajakumara-sitra (SI B/14, Fragments II and HI, pp. 
245-249; see Harunann 2004, especially p. 128, n. 30). 


'° Bongard-Levin et al, 2004, pp. 261-263. 
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number and arrangement of siitras in the Pali and Sanskrit canons were different; siitras 
that Oldenburg assigned to the Dirghdgama belong to the Saryuktagamea in the Sanskrit 
canon. However, the German scholars did not published the facsimiles and transliteration 
of their manuscripts from the Sanskrit Hinayana canon, but only listed them in their 
catalogue. It was therefore decided to wait until we could compare our fragments with the 
German ones and be more specific on the identification of the texts. 

Very recently four large fragments from different manuscripts on palm leaves (SI 
B/31) have been published.'' They contain excerpts in Sanskrit from the canonical 
Abhidharma. These fragments are among the earliest of the manuscripts; based on 
paleographic analysis they can be dated to the Kushan era. One of the fragments seems to 
consist of folios from the same manuscript that is held in the German Turfan collection. 

The Berezovsky collection also contains 74 manuscript fragments on paper in 
Tokharian B, in all probability Buddhist in content.'’ To this number we must also add 13 
fragments of Tokharian documents which have been catalogued separately (SI B. Toch./1- 
13). Thus the overall number of Tokharian paper manuscript fragments is 87. The first 
publication of Tokharian B fragments from the Berezovsky collection was by N. D. Mironov, 
a student of Oldenburg, who published a bilingual text in Sanskrit and Tokharian B: one 
folio from the Dharmapada, now catalogued under the number SI B/117.'> One fragment 
from the Uddnavarga, which at that time had not yet been catalogued, was given by 
Oldenburg to S. Lévi for publication;'* this fragment is now catalogued as SI B/16,4. 
Recently the St. Petersburg branch authorized the French scholar G.-J. Pinault to publish 
four documents from the Berezovsky collection." 

Berezovsky also brought back from Kucha 79 wooden tabiets with text in the 
Tokharian B language. Many of them are in very poor condition, with the text eroded or 
obliterated. Historically it came about that these tablets were long kept in the Hermitage 
in the collection of A. S. Strelkov. They were transferred to the Institute of Oriental 
Studies only in April of 1935, and at present they are catalogued under the numbers Strel. 
1-69 and Strel. 80-89. 


(4) The S. F. Oldenburg collection 

Here we will consider only the manuscripts brought back by Oldenburg from his first 
expedition to East Turkestan (1909-10). From the second expedition, which was dedicated 
to exploring the Buddhist complex at Dunhuang, Oldenburg brought back a huge collection 
of Chinese manuscripts and fragments of manuscripts dating from the 4th to the 11th 
centuries CE. At present they are kept in a different archive, that of the Dunhuang 
collection, which counts some 19,000 items in its holdings. All of the documents registered 
there were catalogued during the years 1956-1985. 


” See Franco 2004, vol. 1, pp. 331-336 (folios 80 and 82), For ms. SI B/24,14 see Tyomkin 
1996, 


" Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1997, p, 209. 
3 See Mironov 1909-1910. 
4 Lévi 1933. 


'’ These are document nos. SI B/9, 11, 12 and 13; see Pinault 1998. 


64 


PDF Version: ARIRIAB IX (2006) 


The manuscripts brought back from the first expedition number 115 in all, most of 
them fragments. They include 18 Sanskrit manuscript fragments in the Brahmi script; 
one in northwest Prakrit in the Kharosthi script; and three Uighur-Chinese 
manuscripts. Two of the latter contain fragments of paintings with the remains of an Old 
Uighur text. From this same expedition were brought back 11 fragments of Old Tibetan 
manuscripts, written in all probability at Dunhuang, in the local semi-cursive script. Two 
of these fragments belong to the famous book of divination (70). One fragment in the 
Turkic Orkhon script also appeared among the items brought by this expedition. Other 
fragments are in Sogdian, in the Sogdian script. They have been published in the 
catalogue by A. N. Ragoza mentioned above (see note 7). 

In addition to manuscripts, the expedition procured scraps of fabric, pieces of frescoes, 
and items of material culture, which at present are kept in the Hermitage, where they 
comprise a marvelous exhibit that has been an object of amazement for Chinese and West 
European scholars, ‘The reason for this amazement is the fact that Oldenburg arrived in 
East Turkestan only after dozens of European expeditions had already been there, bringing 
back to museums in Europe the most valuable and extensive collections of manuscripts, 
works of art and items of material culture. The members of the Oldenburg expedition 
picked up whatever their predecessors had left behind: bits of manuscripts, pieces of fallen 
painted plaster, and fragments of sculptures. The wonderful exhibit is the result of the 
painstaking efforts of the restorationists and other staff members of the Hermitage. 

Of the Indian manuscripts brought back by Oldenburg, thus far only one has been 
published: a phonetic table in upright Central Asian Brahmi consisting of 11 folios, 
catalogued as SI O/20. In all probability they were written in Khotan, as indicated both by 
the separation of the aksaras and by the fact that it contains an admonition in the Khotanese 
language: “Study, pupil, lest you feel my rod!” One fragment turned out to be in 
Khotanese: SI O/77, a piece of an economic document."* 

The Oldenburg expedition also brought back 88 Islamic manuscripts, which are 
now included in the Arabic-script collection of the St. Petersburg branch of the Institute 
of Oriental Studies. 


(5) The I. P. Lavrov collection 


Lavrov was the secretary of the Russian consulate at Kashgar during the first decade of the 
20th century. This collection has its own story. For a long time it was considered to 
contain only eight items, all of them Sanskrit manuscripts in Brahmi script. Two of them 
were published: one folio from the Saddharmapundarika-siitra,'’ and one folio from the 
Buddhanama-sitra.'* The remainder of the manuscripts, still uncatalogued, were given to 
N. D. Mironov te work on in 1915-19. When Mironov emigrated from Russia in 1919, 
the manuscripts fell into the archive of the Cheka (the Soviet secret police) together with 
his documents. In 1930, via the Archive of the Academy of Sciences, they were put into 


© Fragments SI 0/20 and SE O/77 have been published in the volumes of Corpus Inscriptionum 


Iranicarum mentioned above; cf. note 2. 
” See Bongard-Levin and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1985, pp. 159-160. 


'S Bongard-Levin and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya, 1990, pp. 289-292. 
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the Orientalist Archive at the Institute of Oriental Studies of the Academy of Sciences of 
the USSR. Due to various circumstances, the Lavrov archive began to be worked on only 
in 1961. At that time the manuscripts were brought out from the archive and transferred 
to the Manuscripts section of the Institute. However, they were in a dreadful state, and it 
was practically impossible to work on them. Preliminary conservation work on the fragments 
was completed only in 1994. It turned out that there were another eight fragments, now 
catalogued as SI L/9-L/16.'” As soon as we were able to look through them, we were able 
to identify some of the fragments; all of these have now been published.”° 


(6) The A. I. Kokhanovsky collection 


Kokhanovsky worked as a doctor at the Russian consulate in Urumchi from 1906-08. Ina 
letter written to S. F. Oldenburg on December 9, 1904, the ethnographer D. A. Klements, 
having arrived in East Turkestan in 1898 as one of the first Russians there,’' wrote: “Dr. 
Kokhanovsky, who is going to Urumchi, asked me if he could be of service to me in some 
scientific capacity. I proposed that he try to gather information on the antiquities of 
Turkestan and photograph and collect frescoes and manuscripts, because they’ll disappear 
in any case. .. . In Turkestan there is enough work to last a hundred years, for all of 
Europe.”’’ Kokhanovsky took Klements’ advice and brought several manuscripts back to 
St. Petersburg. Among them there was only one fragment of a Sanskrit manuscript, 
written in the Brahmi script on paper. There was one fragment each in Tibetan and 
Mongolian, two in Uighur, 9 in Chinese, and 6 in Manichaean Sogdian, for a total of 20 
items. 


(7) Items brought by D. A. Klements 


Klements himself also brought back from Turfan several fragments of Uighur xylographs, 
including an Old Uighur text transcribed in Brahmi script. Of particular interest are two 
small fragments of a xylograph in the Brahmi script on soft white paper, which comprises 
the earliest printed edition of a Sanskrit Buddhist canon, which can be dated to the 
8th-9th century.”’? Within the collection of the St. Petersburg branch of the Institute of 
Oriental Studies is kept a special archive called “Frescoes, Stones and Slabs.” ‘The foundation 
for this collection was laid by Klements, who brought from Turfan fragments of plaster 
with inscriptions in Sanskrit written in North Turkestan Brahmi and as well as Uighur 
inscriptions. Some of them were probably captions of frescoes; the rest are visitors’ 


graffin. 


” See Tyomkin 1995a and 1995b. 
See Bongard-Levin et al. 2004, pp. 247-260, 256-272, and 337-342. 


* On this expedition, sent by the Russian Academy of Sciences, see Nachrichten tiber die von der 
Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu St. Petersburg im Jahre 1898 ausgeriistete Expedition nach 
Turfan, Vol. \ (St. Petersburg), 1899. 


» Archives of the Russian Academy of Sciences, d. no. 269, p. 54. 


* See Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1980. 
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(8) The A. A. Dyakov collection 


From 1908 to 1913 Dyakov worked (first on a temporary basis, then in a permanent 
capacity) as the secretary and consul in Qulja; from 1913 to 1915 he held the post of consul 
at Urumchi. At the site of Astana in the Turfan oasis he found, on August 15, 1908, a 
collection of manuscripts, which he immediately sent to the Russian Committee for the 
Study of Central and East Asia in St. Petersburg. At present this collection is kept at the 
St. Petersburg branch of the Institute of Oriental Studies. It consists of two manuscripts 
in all, which are of great rarity: One manuscript contains §§3-15 of a Manichaean prayer 
of confession, and the other is a translation into Uighur from Chinese of the twenty-fifth 
chapter of the Saddharmapundarika-siitra, which enjoyed tremendous popularity in Central 
Asia. 


(9) The S. E. Maloy collection 


Funded by the Russian Committee for the Study of Central and East Asia and at the 
initiative of V. V. Radlov, Malov carried out two expeditions to East Turkestan, in 1909-117* 
and in 1913-15. But the Malov collection was finally restored and made available for 
scholarly study only in 1994. For a long time it had been considered that the collection 
contained only Uighur and Chinese manuscripts, as well as a collection of Tibetan documents 
on wood from Miran which had been brought back by Malov at the time of the second 
expedition. At the beginning of the 1990s, however, there came to light a box in the 
Manuscripts Department of the St. Petersburg branch of the Institute of Oriental Studies. 
that for a long time had not drawn attention. In it there turned out to be the non-Uighur 
part of the Malov collection; it had evidently been set aside by the Turkologists, who were 
first and foremost concerned with bringing the Old Uighur manuscripts under scholarly 
scrutiny. In 1983 there also appeared a package of manuscripts from the Malov archive, 
containing materials which he had apparently kept at home. As the result of these new 
discoveries, the Malov collection now contains the following Old Uighur manuscripts and 
fragments: (1) a group of Old Uighur manuscripts and xylographs, inventoried in 1953-54 
by the Turkologist L. V. Dmitrieva and catalogued under the numbers SI M/1-SI M/7; 
(2) fragments of Old Uighur manuscripts and xylographs received from the Malov archive 
in 1983, mentioned by M. I. Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya as SI MA/1-MA/11. By our count 
there are a total of 18 items—manuscripts and fragments of manuscripts and xylographs—in 
the Old Uighur language. 

As a result of the restoration work done at the beginning of the 1990s, 38 new 
items in Khotanese, comprising a total of 60 fragments, were restored. These have been 
published in Corpus Inscriptionum Iranicarum (see above, note 2). Among them are some 
unique fragments of the Suvarnabhasa-sttra. One economic document, written on paper, 
had accidentally been catalogued as M-1. This was detected before the discovery of the 
hidden box, and it is now included in the general collection under the number SI M/1 doc. 

In the collection there also came to light Sanskrit manuscripts in the Brahmi script, 


* On the manuscripts brought by Malov see the Minutes of the Russian Committee, No. 5, 
1911, 24 November, §53. 
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consisting of 8 items—SI M/16-M/19, M/21, M/23, M/24 and M/46—comprising 12 
fragments in all. 

There are also 12 Old Tibetan manuscript fragments, in the pothi style as well as 
scrolls, which on the basis of orthography ought to date from the 8th-11th centuries; 
these have not yet been restored. 

In 1909-11 Malov gave to the Asiatic Museum 16 fragments of Chinese scrolls 
dating from the Sth-11th centuries. It is not known exactly where they were found, but 
in light of their close resemblance to the Chinese manuscripts from Dunhuang they were 
included in the Dunhuang collection. 

As the result of the restoration and investigative research carried out in recent 
years, the Malov collection has increased significantly, and it now contains not 7 items, but 


53: SI M/I-M/53.”° 
New data on the Sanskrit manuscripts in the N. F. Petrovsky collection 


After the publication of Indian Texts from Central Asia by G. M. Bongard-Levin and M. I. 
Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya in 1986, work on the Sanskrit manuscripts by its authors 
continued, and as a result a card catalogue of the N. F Petrovsky collection was finally 
completed. For an appraisal of the collection we adopted the statistical method set forth by 
Jens-Uwe Hartmann and Klaus Wille in their work on the Hoernle collection. This 
approach also allows us to draw several general conclusions about the character of the 
Buddhist literature that was popular in the southern oasis towns of East Turkestan during 
the second half of the first millennium CE. 

To characterize our collection from the point of view of paleography, we should 
first mention that only ten manuscripts (one of which consists of 16 fragments, and the 
remainder of one fragment each) are written in variants of North Turkestan (or “slanting” 
in the older terminology) Brahmi. In all the rest, variants of South Turkestan (or “upright”) 
Brahmi are used. The writing of many of our manuscripts exhibits a similarity to the 
Gilgit varieties of Brahmi. Only a few fragments of small size, for which palm leaves or 
birchbark were used for copying, are written in Kushan Brahmi or early variants of 
post-Kushan Brahmi. The great majority of the Petrovsky collection now consists of 
jumbled palm-leaf manuscript fragments. 

Let us now turn to the content of the manuscripts. It seems quite evident that in 
the Buddhism of the second half of the first millennium significant changes had begun to 
take place, above all the appearance of the Vajrayana. In Vajrayana texts we can perceive 
two substrata: local folk beliefs and cults, and brahmanical and pre-brahmanical protective 
charms of Indian origin. A significant proportion of the texts in the Petrovsky collection 
are dhéranis—spells and mantras. We identified 34 different exemplars, comprising up to 
200 fragments, which containvarious types of spells. Thus, about 13% of our manuscripts 
are connected with the Vajrayana. Among these fragments the majority belong to the 
sutra Paficaraksa, the “Five Protections.” These reflect the cult of five tantric mother- 
goddesses, each one of whom personifies a particular set of magical formulas. These 


* See Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1995a. Four Sanskrit fragments and one Tibetan document on 
paper are published in this article. 
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formulas are to be used to summon the goddesses for help. In our collection there are 
three groups of magical formulas: those directed to Mahamayirividyarajiit “Great Peacock, 
Queen of Spells,” in four exemplars (SI P/30, 38, 39, 58+59), to Mahasahasrapramardini- 
vidyarajfil, in five (SI P/32, 54+56(1), 44a, 44b and 64), and to Mahapratisaravidyarajiil, in 
four (SI P/40, 41f, 41b, 42). Appeals to these three goddesses occupy a total of 13 different 
exemplars comprising more than 100 fragments, thus constituting about 5% of all the 
Sanskrit manuscripts in the collection. It must of course be mentioned that a large 
collection of analogous texts was found at Gilgit, but here the incantations are addressed 
above all to Mahapratisara.”° Fragments of the Maha-mayirtvidyarajni were also found 
among the famous manuscripts of Lieutenant G. Bower, discovered in Kucha in 1890 and 
edited by R. Hoernle in 1893.’’ The Mahdapratisaravidyarajni and Mahasahasra- 
pramardinividyarajni are also found in the German Turfan collection (see Catalogue nos. 
983, 1008 and 1011). 

With this group of sutras are also connected texts containing a conversation between 
the Buddha and the yaks¢ general Manibhadra (SI P/28, SI P/32, SI P/37), with 25 
fragments in all, the majority of them edited by S. F. Oldenburg (cf. above). Their 
conversation concerns the problem of the protection of monks and other living beings 
from the harm caused by yaksas. It is interesting that one of the texts on the conversation 
between the Buddha and Manibhadra belongs to the literary category of the Prajhaparamita. 
It was edited by G. M. Bongard-Levin together with Japanese, German, and American 
scholars as co-authors.’* 

Texts of the “Five Protections” in Central Asia, Tibet, China, and the Tangut 
kingdom of Xi Xia were translated into local languages. But based on the quantity of the 
translations that have come down to us, we may infer that in the Chinese cultural sphere 
they did not enjoy great popularity, while in Tibet and in the Tangut kingdom a great 
number of exemplars of this work have been preserved. These texts were especially 
influential in Tibet, which departed from the Mahayana and adopted Tantra at a 
comparatively early date. The sitras of the “Five Protections” are among the best 
represented compositions in the Tibetan collection of the St. Petersburg branch of the 
Institute of Oriental Studies, preserved in both manuscripts and xylographs. 

As to other texts containing spells, the following compositions are contained in the 
Petrovsky collection: 

1) The Sumukhandma-dharani in four copies (22 folios and fragments). Two 
manuscripts—SI P/65a and SI P/77 (six folios)—have been published.’? Two other 
manuscripts—SI P/18 (6 folios) and P/75 (7 folios) have not yet been edited. Unfortunately 
they are poorly preserved, but they should nonetheless be published in order to make 
available all the texts that have been found. Not long ago Klaus Wille discovered three 
fragments of this dharani in the Hoernle collection, and he was able to match them with 


*6 See von Hintiber 1979, fragment nos. 6, 14, 15 and 17. 
” See Hoernle 1893, pp. 222-240. 
* Rongard-Levin et al., 1996, pp. 67-81; Bongard-Levin 1994. 


” See Bongard-Levin, Tyomkin, and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1967; Bongard-Levin and 
Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya, 1981; Bongard-Levin and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya, 1986; and Bongard-Levin 
and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya, 1994. 


69 


PDF Version: ARIRIAB IX (2006) 


fragments from the Crosby collection.’° Taking into account all the extant/preserved 
folios and fragments of this dharani and comparing them with the complete Khotanese 
texts, we can conclude that we have in hand approximately half of the Sanskrit text. 
Differences between the Khotanese and our unpublished fragments P/18 and P/75 allow 
us to determine that they represent a different and shorter variant of this text, which 
differs from the fuller text contained in manuscript P/77, not only in different readings of 
the dhéranis but also in that it has a shorter prose text. In manuscript P/77 there were 
originally 18 folios (the last folio, containing the colophon, has been preserved). In 
manuscript P/18 the folios are only half as large, yet it originally consisted of just 23 folios 
(the penultimate folio, i.e., page 22, has been preserved). Through our joint efforts, we 
can determine whether there really existed two versions of this dharani. 

2) The Buddhanama-sitra also belongs to those texts that have spells as their basis. 
In the Petrovsky collection there are a total of five exemplars of this sitra,’' comprising 
some 30 folios and fragments altogether. Three of them have been studied by Oskar von 
Hinitber.’* Two new pieces were published by G. M. Bongard-Levin and this writer,’ 
and Klaus Wille recently published three new fragments from the Hoernle and Godfrey 
collections.’* However, this total comprises only an insignificant portion of a sittra of the 
Buddhanama type, as the numerous Chinese texts found at Dunhuang attest. In particular, 
in the Dunhuang manscript collection at the St. Petersburg branch of the Institute of 
Oriental Studies there are three different compositions of the “Buddhanama” type, including 
some with colored illustrations. In the Hermitage there is also a Tangut text of a Buddhanama- 
stitra with colored illustrations. 

3) Finally, in the Petrovsky collection there is a certain quantity of unidentified 
dharanis, comprising 12 exemplars totaling about 25 folios.’? Part of them have been 
published by Oldenburg (cf. above, 6. SI P/26-2); the rest remain unpublished. 

Thus dhéranis comprise the most significant part of the Petrovsky collection, 
testifying to the popularity of these texts in the southern oasis towns of East Turkestan in 
the second half of the first millennium CE. 

In second place, in terms of the number of folios and fragments, is the 
Saddbarmapundarika-sittra or Lotus Sitra; in our collection there are 27 different 
exemplars,’ of which 10 have been published.’’ In numerical terms fragments of this 


” Wille 1996, 

* Catalogue numbers SI P/60, 61, 70, 71a+116e+116sh; L/2. 

* See von Hiniiber 1987-1989. 

* Bongard-Levin and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1990, pp. 277-292. 
* See Wille 1999, 


* Caralogue numbers SI P/22, 23, 26, 29, 95+56(2), 71b, 72g, 110, 112, 113 (3 fragments), 116b 
G fragments) + 116c (1 fragment), 116i. 


Their catalogue numbers are SI P/5, 8, 9, 11, 11(1) + 7, 12 + 13, 10, 20(4), 62(1), 62(10), 
62(12), 67(2), 67(3), 67(4), 68, 74 + 67(8), 72b, 76, 79, 82b, 83a, 83b, 90a, 9Ob(!), 118a, 121c, 151. 


In a recent monograph Klaus Wille has published a group of fragments of the Lotus Sdtra 


contained in the Petrovsky collection (Wille 2000; the pieces from the Petrovsky collection are published 
on pp. 161-162). Unfortunately this group turns out to be incomplete, since Wille was not able to make 
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siitra comprise about 10% of the entire Petrovsky collection. Among them are represented 
both versions of the satra known at the present time: the so-called “Central Asian” and 
“Nepalese-Gilgit” recensions. Fragments of the Central Asian version clearly predominate: 
. Itis sufficient to point out that this collection contains the most extensive and well known 
exemplar of all these manuscripts—SI P/5. This copy contained some 500 folios, of which 
399 are in our collection, and of these, 324 are continuously paginated. In other depositories 
elsewhere in the world, a total of 56 folios belonging to the same manuscript have been 
found. This means that just 12 folios of the stitra have not yet been located. Paleographic 
analysis, as well as the surviving colophons in the manuscripts and fragments themselves, 
show that the Lotus Satra enjoyed the greatest popularity in the southern oases of East 
Turkestan. In the German Turfan collection, which comes mainly from the northern 
oases, thus far only one fragment of it has been found (catalogue no. 622). In other 
German collections there are about ten fragments, but these too come from the southern 
oases.** 

Among the manu-cripts discovered at Gilgit fragments of the Lotes Sitra occupy 
one of the first places, if not the very first place.’” A certain number of unpublished 
fragments from the A. Francke collection were found fairly recently in a basement in 
Munich, where they had been kept in sealed boxes throughout World War II. A report 
on this collection has been published by R. E. Emmerick.*” We must also mention the 
special popularity of the Lotus Sara in Khotan, where sections of the text were commissioned 
by Khotanese donors. Of this we have the testimony of colophons as well as postscripts in 
Khotanese appended to the Sanskrit sections, such as the Kashgar Petrovsky manuscript 
SI P/5 (with a large concluding colophon and three postscripts at the end of three chapters), 
as well as two postscripts appended at the bottom of mss. SI P/7 and SI P/10. The absence 
of a Khotanese translation of the full text of this siitra can easily be understood in light of 
the colophon to chapter 23 of the Khotanese manuscript known as The Book of Zambasta, 
also called “Saka manuscript E” by scholars (Petrovsky collection, SI P/6). In this colophon 
the author of the Khotanese text complains that the local population was unwilling to 
recognize the sacredness of a text if it was written not in Sanskrit, but in their mother 
tongue." 

In the Chinese Dunhuang collection of the St. Petersburg branch of the Institute 
of Oriental Studies, the Lotus Stra stands in second place, in terms of the number of 
manuscripts, after the Vajracchedikastitra. In the 7th century the 25th chapter of the 
Lotus Satra—entitled “Samantamukha”—began to circulate as an independent work, and 
the cult of the bodhisattva Avalokitesvara became especially popular due to the protective 
dharanis contained in this chapter. We can make this judgement with full confidence 


use of the latest publication by this writer, which appeared only in 2004 (see Bongard-Levin et al., pp. 
256-260). Wille’s work also includes a very useful table, “Concordances: Kashgar MS — Other Central 
Asian MSS” (see pp. 168-183), in which he was able to register page by page all of the pieces of the Lotus 
Satra found to date. 


© Op. cit., p. 159. 
» See von Hiniiber 1979, nos. 44, 45, and 47-50. 
*” See Emmerick 1984. 


* See Emmerick 1968, p. 343. 
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thanks to the presence in our collection of a large quantity of “pocket books” in which the 
text of the 25th chapter was copied, evidently for daily use. "These booklets date from the 
8th-9th centuries. The tradition is still alive today: some followers of the Lotus Sdtra in 
Japan also use such booklets, but in these it is the 2nd and 16th chapters of the stitra that 
are printed. Manuscripts from the St. Petersburg branch of the Institute of Oriental 
Studies contain examples of the translation of the Lotus Sdtra into seven Central and East 
Asian languages. In the Tangut state of Xi Xia in the 10th-12th centuries, the sutra and 
its 25th chapter were evidently as popular as they were in Dunhuang. 

In third place in terms of quanuty of fragments in the Petrovsky collection is the 
Prajhaparamita-stitra: we have excerpts from 24 different manuscripts of this sitra, 
comprising nearly 9% of the entire collection.”” Although previously we had said that 
among our fragments the majority belong to the Astasahasrikaprajnaparamita, or The 
Prajhiparamita in 8,000 Lines, investigations in recent years, in which G. M. Bongard-Levin 
and our Japanese and German colleagues took part, have shown that our fragments for the 
most part belong to the tradition of another variant of the sittra, the Prajraparamita in 
25,000 Lines. WATANABE Shogo has stated that the majority of the fragments in the 
Petrovsky collection “are variant texts deriving from the same source. We could therefore 
assume the existence of an Urtext of both the Astadasa-sahasrika and the 
Patcavimsatisahasrika.”’’ Bongard-Levin, writing in cooperation with Japanese and German 
scholars, has published four Prajidparamita fragments. They have demonstrated that, 
compared to the earliest Chinese version (Taisho Tripitaka no. 221), the text of one of 
the published fragments (SI P/19[1}) belongs to a more ancient (and slightly more extensive) 
version than the early Chinese translation.** An analogous Sanskrit text was found at 
Gilgit; it differs from the Prajnaparamita in 8,000 Lines and is noticeably closer to the 
Prajhapdramita in 25,000 Lines. 

In addition, the study of fragment SI P/19(1) in tandem with the early Chinese 
translations of the Prajéparamita and fragments in other collections, especially the 
collection from Khotan, has allowed scholars to demonstrate the interrelationship between 
the Abhisamayalamkara and the text of the Paricavinisatisahasrika Prajhapéramita that was 
redacted based on it in the first millennium CE and to isolate the archetype in the 
appearance of early matrkas. 

Having thus distinguished these three groups of manuscripts which together 
constitute more than 30% of the Petrovsky collection, we can infer that three major 
schools of Buddhism had spread through the southern oasis towns of East Turkestan 
during the second half of the first millennium CE: the Vajrayana, the Mahayana school 
of the Lotus Szitra, and the Mahayana school of the Prajnaparamita. The latter, it would 
seem, had a tendency in this period to close association with the Vajrayana. As shown by 
the numerical superiority of such texts in our collection, both in Sanskrit and in other 


* Catalogue numbers SI P/19, 20(5), 46a, 62b, g, ¢, k, v; 67(7), 67(13), 67(14), 72a, 72b, 82a, 
83m, n. 4; 84a, b, g, d, v; 1160 (5 fragments), 123i (6 fragments), 123k, 145, 146 (2 fragments); 147a, 147 
+ 148, See Bongard-Levin 1988-1989, Bongard-Levin and Watanabe 1997, Bongard-Levin and Kimura 
1995, and Bongard-Levin and Hori 1996. 


* Watanabe 1994, p. 386. 


* Ch Watanabe 1994, p. 35. 
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languages, it was not extensive texts such as The Prajiapadramita in 8,000 Lines or The 
Prajtiaparamita in 25,000 Lines that enjoyed greatest popularity, but the so-called “short” 
texts of the Prajfiaparamita category, the majority of which included dharanis in their 
content. This applies above all to the Vajracchedika, which has the largest number of 
copies in the Dunhuang collection of the Institute of Oriental Studies in St. Petersburg. 
This sutra, like the 25th chapter of the Lotus Satra, was copied into pocket-size booklets, 
divided into sections (which are not in the canonical version), and prefaced by opening 
stotras extolling the possibility of receiving protection and aid, thanks to the fact that 
various deities esteem the sitra and promised to help living beings. All these processes 
took place with the Vajracchedika in Central Asia, as much as in the territory of China 
itself, in the capital, where canonical versions of the siitras were disseminated. These 
same processes also took place with another siitra of the “short texts” category, the Hrdaya- 
satra. In Dunhuang a particular local version was circulated, based on a translation of the 
sutra into Tibetan and Tangut. Still another stitra—the Kausika-stitra—has been preserved 
only in Central Asia. Its text is known in manuscripts in Sanskrit, Khotanese, and Tibetan. 
A great number of Tibetan manuscripts of this siitra from the 14th century were brought 
from Qara-Qoto by P. K. Kozlov. 

Comparing this set of texts with those discovered at Gilgit, and with the collection 
of manuscripts from the northern oases of Turfan and Kucha now in the German collections, 
we can clearly see the differences, evidently connected with basic trends in Buddhism that 
had taken root in these regions during the period under consideration. In the northern 
oasis towns it is mainly the Hinayana that is represented; thus the basis of the German 
Turfan collection consists of sitras from the four @gamas. The predominant school clearly 
was the Sarvastivada. In the southern oases of East Turkestan, by contrast—i.e., in 
Khotan and Kashgar—the literature of the Vajrayana and the Mahayana predominated. 
Gilgit, of course, occupied a middle position between India and East Turkestan. If in the 
northern oases there were found manuscripts of the Vinaya belonging to the Sarvastivada 
school, at Gilgit there was discovered a whole collection of texts of the Mulasarvastivadins. 
And presumably it was this school that held the leading position in Buddhism on Indian 
territory. This is attested by the translation of their Vinaya into Tibetan carried out in 
the 9th century by Indian panditas and Tibetan /otsawas. The Tibetan Tripitaka includes 
only the Vinaya of the Mulasarvastivadins. In Gilgit Vajrayana manuscripts were also 
found (the siitra on the “Five Protections”; see above), as well as Mahayana sitras. By its 
repertoire of Buddhist literature one can posit links between Gilgit and Nalanda. 

An exception to the tendencies described above is the Hinayana siitra Nagaropama, 
fragments of which are found in the Petrovsky collection (SI P/33). We have already 
mentioned these fragments, when we referred to the publication of manuscripts relating 
the conversation of the Buddha with the yzksa general Manibhadra.” The first finds of 
fragments from this manuscript took place in 1896, when a manuscript was acquired at 
Kashgar by George McCartney and sent to Hoernle, who published it in 1897.*° 
Subsequently Hoernle succeeded in locating folios from the very same manuscript in the 
Weber collection. A third find was made by Petrovsky. An entire collective of authors, 


* See Bongard-Levin and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 2004, p. 52, n. 112. 


* See Hoernle 1897. 


73 


PDF Version: ARIRIAB IX (2006) 


consisting of Russian, German, Japanese, and American scholars, brought all the folios that 
had been found into one manuscript and obtained not only the full text of the satra, but 
also a preface. Three folios of the manuscript from the Petrovsky collection comprise the 
end of the canonical portion of the siitra, after which follows the afterword: a conversation 
between the Buddha and the brahman Sanatkumira, in which the brahman relates to the 
Buddha the names of réksasas and other evil spirits, who esteem the Nagaropama-sitra 
and promise to protect living beings. ‘This unique postscript is not found in the two other 
manuscripts. Paleography shows that the manuscript was written in Kucha. The afterword 
contains spells, and for this reason the text long remained unidentified. 

As to the remaining manuscripts in the Petrovsky collection, among them are 
Buddhist stitras and other texts, which are important for the study of the Buddhist canon: 
they show how the editing of Buddhist texts in East Turkestan took place, in what periods 
of time and in what cultural setung. 

It is noteworthy that among the Petrovsky manuscripts there is not a single fragment 
of the Pratimoksa-sitra, a basic Vinaya text. There are only an insignificant number of 
excerpts form commentarial texts, such as manuscript fragments on birchbark that are 
evidently from the Vinayavastu (SI P/16 + P/17), or two folios from an unidentified 
manuscript (SI P/20(1) + P/20(2), folio nos. 42 and 46) of which the colophon is preserved: 
vaiyyapatyakara parivartah caturtha, In the text the Buddha rules on various disciplinary 
issues with Kasyapa, who had arrived in the company of 500 monks. 

Of particular interest are two nearly complete avadana texts: the Sardala- 
karnavadana (catalogued as SI P/15, 22 folios) and the Ajitasenavyaékarana (SI P/63, 24 
folios). These are the same texts for which Oldenburg established two numbers—13 and 
14—and about which he repeatedly mentioned the necessity of publication, offering excerpts 
from the Sardélakarnavadana and comparing our manuscript with the folios from the 
Weber collection published by Hoernle.*’ Both avadanas have now been published.** An 
analogous manuscript of the Ajitasenavydkarana was found at Gilgit. A comparison of our 
text with the one from Gilgit showed interesting results. Although there are 
minor/insignificant differences in the texts, which could have come about as the result of 
the work of editors, in both cases the copyists made use of one and the same original and 
repeated its errors. ‘These errors are both in the prose portion and in the gathas. The 
editors of the Gilgit manuscript tried to correct these errors, retaining the original text 
only in interlinear notes. It seems that it would have been better to do the reverse, 
putting their improvements in the notes. For example, the Gilgit Sanskrit text (p. 105, 
gatha 1) reads: yaddé tuam pravisasi pindapadtiku vimocaye tuam bahavam hi paninam, 
“when you come [into the city] for alms, you liberate [thereby] many living beings.” But 
the editors of the Gilgit manuscript corrected the text in accordance with Sanskrit grammar: 
yada tvaya pravisati pindapatiko vimocaye yam bahavohi praninam. A comparison of this 
redaction of the g#thas with our manuscript affirms that the two copyists had before them 
one and the same original (or copied from one another?). 

Among Mahayana sitras it is appropriate to draw special attention to two: the 


” See Oldenburg 1894, pp. 66-67 and 1900, pp. 31-32. 


* Sce Bongard-Levin and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1990, pp. 39-184. 
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Mahéaparinirvana-sitra, 6 fragments of which have been published by Bongard-Levin,” 
and the Kasyapaparivarta, attested in one manuscript (SI P/2, 81 folios, containing the 
complete text) and two fragments (SI P/85a and 85b).*° This satra is of unique importance 
for the history of the formation of the Mahayana Buddhist canon, of which a Sanskrit 
version never fully came into being, and for the study of two key ideas of Buddhist 
philosophy: madhyamda pratipad “the middle way” and sinyata, literally “voidness” or 
“non-subjectivity and non-objectivity.” On the interpretation of these terms in the two 
most important Buddhist philosophical schools—the Madhyamika and the Yogacara—hinges 
the overall evaluation of their significance in the history of Indian philosophy. The sitra 
also contains an early codification of the moral code of the bodhisattva. The Kasyapaparivarta 
was apparently known as the Ratnakata (“Heap of Treasures”) on the cusp of the first 
century CE; afterwards this became the name for the entire collection of 49 sutras. A 
critical edition of the Kasyapaparivarta, together with facsimiles of the text, has now been 
published.”' 

We will not pause to consider here those siitras that are attested only in single 
fragments. We will mention only that not all the manuscripts and fragments have been 
identified. Such items total 23, ie., around 8% of the collection. It is possible that some of 
them may yet be identified. For example, in one of the fragments, when the relation 
between the Buddha and Mara is discussed, the son of Mara is called Jayapati. As it 
happens, this topic can also be found in one of the avadanas. In another folio of the 
manuscript (SI P/80) we find a text whose content resembles that of a fragment from the 
German Turfan collection (no. 1340): @yusman Aniruda (!) sravastyam vibarati sma, The 
Turfan text has likewise not been identified. The ga@thas on the leaf SI P/115 are similar 
to a Turfan text identified as the “Brahman Nilabhati stozrz” (no. 1764). 

‘Taking into account the fact that many manuscripts have simply not come down to 
us, and that our conclusions concerning the most salient trends in the development of 
Buddhism in the northern and southern oases of East Turkestan should therefore be 
considered somewhat provisional and preliminary, we nonetheless consider that our 
identification of three major trends in the Buddhism of the southern oases (the Vajrayana, 
that of the followers of the Lotus Satra, and that of followers of the Prajiaparamita), based 
on the manuscripts that appear in the Petrovsky collection, is substantially correct. 


Catalogue nos. SI P/88a, 88b, 88c, 88d, 88v, 89. See Bongard-Levin and Vorobyova- 
Desyatovskaya 1985, pp. 37-64 and Bongard-Levin 1986. 


© See Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 1995b. 


*' Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 2002; cf. Bongard-Levin et al. 2004, pp. 89-208. 
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Some Buddhist Sanskrit Fragments from the Collection 
of the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental 
Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences (1) 


SEISHI KARASHIMA and Margarita I. VOROBYOVA-DESYATOVSKAYA 


(1) Ratnarasisiitra 
SI P/20/1 : Early South Turkestan Brahmi: Plate 1 
42 recto 


1 na ca dadamti - sa utpeSamanas tadbhojanam animisair nayanaih preksamanah 
ksutpipasaparigato duhkham vedanam anubhavati na ca "+ + + 

Siks.57.7~9. tatrasyanye preta bhojanam grhitvépadarsayanti | sa udvasyamanas tadbhojanam 
animisabhyam netrabhyam pasyamanab ksutpipasaparigato duskham | vedandm vetti na 
ca varsasa- 

Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 453.1~7 = Mitsuhara 2004: 94, § 4.11.2). de der skyes nas yi dags 
gzban gyis kha zas blangs te de la bstan na / de bstan pa’i tshe mig gnyi ga mi dzums par 
zas de la lta zbing bkres pa dang skom pas nyen pa’i sdug bsngal gyi tshor ba myong gi / lo 
brgya 

Ratnar. Chi. T.11, No.310, 644a15~17. RF, BARE, UbaRz, MH. ttt 
RRB, HHUtR, APS, Sms, 

2 hasrenapi tasya bhojanasya labhi bhavati yad api kadacit karhacit tadbhojanam 
pratilabdham bhavati ta[d}a uccdram bhavati ’pii[y]. + + 

Siks.57.9~10. hasrenapi tasya bhojanasya labbi bhavati \ yad api kadacit karbicid bhojanam 
labdham bhavati tad uccéram bhavati pityasoni- 

Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 453.7~11 = Mitsuhara 2004: 94~95, § 4.11.2~3). stong du yang 
zas de nt thob par mi -gyur ro // ji ste brgya la brgya lam na zas de thob kyang ngan 
skyugs dang rnag kbrag tu ’gyur ro // 

Ratnar. Chi. 644a17-18. RATR+H, BAER. RAR, BRR, SEAM. 


3 tam bhavati tat kasmad dhetor yathaOpi na’ cchilavamto daksiniya utpesapita na ca 


* Seishi Karashima is greatly indebted to Klaus Wille, Takamichi Fukita, Jundd Nagashima and 
Jiré Hirabayashi who read his manuscript carefully and gave him suggestions, including pointing out many 
corrections. Fe also should like to express his gratitude to the members of the Kharosthi Klub, especially 
to Mark Allon, Andrew Glass and Stefan Baums who quickly responded to his questions about the 
Gindhiri traces found in the fragment SI P/80. 
++ + basrenapi: probably (varsasa)basrenapi. 
* pil]. + +tam ; probably pily(afoni) tam. 


3 
na:s.e. for ca? 
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svalabhena samtosit[a]h sace(t) [pu}nah *ka[S]ya + + 

Siks.57.10. taze va 

Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 453.12~17 = Mitsuhara 2004: 95~96, § 4.11.4-4.12). de ci’t 
phyir zbe na / di Itar des tsbul kbrims dang Idan pa / yon tan dang Idan pa / sbyin gnas 
rnams mgu bar ma byas shing / rang gi rnyed pas chog mi shes par gyur pai phyir ro // 
‘od srung 

Ratnar. Chi. 644a18~19. fA LARK ? APRA, ARTERY, DIATE, Ame 
Fz, wR | 

4 yyapatyakaro bhiksusimghikena va caturdisasam ghikena va stapikena va samsrsto bhavati 

tasyaham vipakam na Svada .. Stat kasma .[e] + + 

Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 453.17-18 = Mitsuhara 2004: 96, § 4.12). dge slong zhal ta byed 
pa gang la las dge ‘dun gyi 'am / phyogs babi’i dge ’dun gyi ’am / mcbod rten gyi tshol bar 
byas na / de’i rnam par smin pa ni ngas 

Ratnar. Chi. 644a19-22. SABLE, HEED ROUR WE BRA, 
SKER. 2-H, HEH. MUK? 

5 |panamatram etat* tato py uttareyas trairatnikam’ drihati® - sacet punah kasyapa 

vaiyyapatyakaro bhiksuh iman idr$an “adina[va] + + + 

Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 454.1~4 = Mitsuhara 2004: 96, § 4.12~4.13.1). bskal pa bgrangs 
pas kyang brjod kyis mi lang ngo // "od srung dge slong zhal ta byed pa gang la las nyes 
dmigs kyi gnas ‘di Ita bu ‘di dag thos nas / 

Ratnar. Chi. 644a22-23. B= MM. WHE | ob EF BAEZ, 


42 verso 
1 twa krudhyati vyapadyati tam aham acaikitsyam iti vadami'? + tasma tarhi kaSyapa 
iman evamrupan asaddharman"’ Srutva vaiyyapatyak. + ++ + 
Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 454.46 = Mitsuhara 2004: 96, § 4.13.1). khro ’am / gshe ’am 
gnod par sems sam khong khro ba skyed na / de ni gsor mi rung ngo zhes ngas bshad do //” 
od srung de Ita bas na dam pa’t chos di Ita bu ’di thos nas dge slong zbal ta byed pas 


* a[ffya + + yydpatyakaro : probably ka[sfya(pa) (vai)yyapatyakaro. 

5 yada ..: probably vada(mi). 

8 sgt kasma .. + + lpanamatram etat" : probably tat kasma(d dbetor ka)ipanamatram etat*. Cf. 
Abbidbarmakoga-bhasya, ed. P. Pradhan, Patna 1967, p. 122, 1. 23. tasmad etad api sarvam kalpanamatram, 
Abhidh-k-vy = Sphutértha Abbidbarmakosavyakbya: the Work of Yasomitra, ed. U. Wogihara, Tokyo 1936: 
The Publishing Association of Abhidharmakoéavyakhya; Tokyo 31989: Sankibo Buddhist Book Store, p. 
302, |. 1. parikalpandmatram etad Agamanirapeksam. 

7 saivatnikam : this form is not attested elsewhere in Buddhist literature. 

8 driibati: <\drub. This verbal form is not attested elsewhere in Buddhist literature. 

° gdina[va] + ++: adina[va}(sthanam? $ru)tva. Cf. Ramar. Tib. nyes dmigs kyi gnas ... thos nas. 

10 tam abam acaikitsyam iti vadami : cf. KP § 65 = KP(V-D), p. 27, \. 3£. tam abam acikitsyam iti 
vadami, Silk 1994; 336, n. 3. 

 asaddbarman ; = Ramar. Chi. JERE; # Ratar. Tib. dam pa’i chos (saddbarma~), Silk 1994: 336, 
n. 4. 

”? vaiyydpatyak. +++ + nd: probably vaiyyapatyak(arena bbiksu)na. 
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Ratnar. Chi. 644a23~25. MIMDESR, THAREM DARE, ROGUE AT FA 
AEG. WORE | 2A, SH BMI, 
2 na kayavanmanah samvrtena bhavitavyam* atmapararaksakena + caramhi kasyapa 
vaiyyapatyakarena bhiksuna '’svakaya{t '‘mJjam + + + + 
Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 454.6~9 = Mitsuhara 2004: 96, § 4.13.1~2). /us dang ngag dang 
yid yongs su dag par bya’o // bdag dang gzban bsrung bar bya’o //'od srung dge slong zhal 
ta byed pa rang gi sha la za yang bla’i(v.J. slat) / 
aA, 
3 ktam bhaveta na tv eva trratnasamsrOsta(m) civaram va pindapato va upajivitavyah 
atha sthaviro mahakaSyapo bhagavanta[m] etad '’av[o] + + + + 
Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 454.9~14 = Mitsuhara 2004: 96~97, § 4.13.2~ 4.14). dkon 
mcebog gsum gyis byin gyis brlabs pa’i lbung bzed dam / chos gos sam / bsod snyoms sam / 
na ba’i gsos sman nam / yo byad yongs su spyad par ni mi bya’o // de nas beom Idan ‘das la 
tsbe dang Idan pa ’od srung chen pos “di skad ces gsol to // 
Ratnar. Chi. 644a26~28. RA HA=ER ZEKE, KR. BH, Bee A we : 
4 bhagavamn yavac ceme tathagatena mai[trJacittataya karunaci[tt]ataya vitaranam [cla 
vitaradharmah prakagitah lajjinam ca ‘‘lajja{dh]. + + + + 
Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 454.14~455.1 = Mitsuhara 2004: 97, § 4.14). beom Idan ‘das kyis 
lbod pa rnams kyi lbod pa’i chos dang / "dzem mdog mchis pa rnams kyi ’dzem mdog gi 
chos mams bka’ stsal to // 
Ratnar. Chi. 644a28~b1 tHE | RBA, MRAUMORM EK. BARRE, F 
Seite. ATA, Bate. 
5 sith // ® // vai(yya)[pa]tyakaraparivarttah caturthahs samaptah 4 // atha sthaviro 
mahakasyap[o] bhagavamtam etad '’avo .. + ++ 
Ratnar. Tib. (Silk 1994: 455.2~456 = Mitsuhara 2004: 97~98, § 4.14~5.1). zhal ta byed 
pa’ile’u ste bzbi pa’o //* 
Ratnar. Chi. 643212. (BBih ied) BO; 64407. AR, ODOR Ra 


dnaneenenasnanbonsaanoness 


(2) Kasyapaparivarta 

SI P/20/2 : Early South Turkestan Brahmi: Plate 2 

[4]6 recto 

1... .. [a] i[man]i[ka imam a]nasravim Gilavisuddhim navataramtui + [n]avagahante 


[n}a{dhi}mucya[mn)e{i] (- ) (ga) -[bhi}r{o] kagyapa g. + + + 
"’ svakaya[t]: probably s.e. for svakdyan]. 


‘ fmjam + +++ ktam: probably (m)am(sam api bha)ktam. 

* gvfo]++++: probably avfoj(cat* ascaryam). 

© Jajja[db]. + + + + Stab: probably lajja[db](armab praka)sitab. 
" gvo..+: probably avo(cat*). 


'® The Tibetan translation lacks a parallel to the sentence: “Then the Venerable Mahakasyapa 
spoke thus to the Blessed One.” 
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Rec. (bhiksava) [a](bh)i[man]ifka imam] [ajnasravam Stlavisuddhim ndavataramti 
[nJavagabante [n]a[dbi]mucyalm]t{i} + [ga](m)[{bbi]r[o] Kasyapa g(athabbini-) 

KP(V-D), SI P/2 § 139, 70r1~2. fan}adbimanika te-m-anadhimucyamana imam gambbira 
gathabhinirbaram anasravam Silavisuddbinirdesam srrutva naévataramt nadbimucyamti 
navagabamti tat kasmad dheto gambhiro ()yam Kasyapa gathabhmi- 

"Prasp. 336.3~337.5. yathoktam AryaRatnakitasitre .... tatha hy ete Kasyapa bbhiksava 
Gbhbimanika imam andsravam Slavifuddhim névataranti névagahante nddbimucyanta 
uttrasyanti samtrasyanti samtrasam apadyante / gambhirah Kasyapa gathabbi{r}ni- 

2.. [r]. ga bh. ra [buddhanam bhaga]([vantan]am bo[dh]i sé na éakyamm 
avaropitakusalamilaih papamitraparigrhitai[r a] .. .[i}mukt. + + 

Rec. (rha)r(am) ga(m)bh()ra [buddbandm bhagavantanjam bo[db}i sa na sakyamm 
avaropitakusalamilaih papamitraparigrbitai[r a](nadh){i}mukt(ibabu-) 

KP(V-D), SI P/2 § 139, 70r2~3. rbaram gambbiramt® buddbané bhagavamtanam bodhi 
sa na Sakyam anavaropitakusalamile’ papamitraparigrbiter anadhimuktibabu- 

Prasp. 337.5~6. rh@ro gambhira ca buddhanam bhagavatam bodhih / sa na sakya 
’navaropitakusalamilaib sattvaih papamitraparigrbitair anadhimuktibabu- 

3 lai{r adhimok]tu[m]. .. [ni] kaSya] pa pamca bhiksuSatani kaSyapasya [ta] .. galt]. sya 
[p]ravacane” tirthikasravak. abhi + 

Rec. /ai[r adhimok]tu[m] (eta) [ni] Kasyapa pamca bhiksusatani Kasyapasya [ta](tha)ga[t](a)sya 
[p]ravacane tirthikasravak. abhu(vam-) 

KP(V-D), SI P/2 § 139~ § 140, 70r3~5. le satvair adbimucyitum va paryapunitum va 
avataritum va * api ca Kasyapa etani pamca bhiksusatani Kasyapasya tathagatasyarhata 
samyaksambuddbasya pravacane anyatirthikasrravaké abbivan* 

Prasp. 337.6~8. lair adbimoktum / api cdttani Kasyapa patica bhiksusatani Kasyapasya 
tathagatasya pravacane 'nyatirthikasravaka abbavan / 

4 ste kaSyapasya tathagatasyantikad uparambhabhiprayair eka [dha] .. + [Sana] s[r]. .. .[r]. 
[tva c](’) [e}kac[i]ttaprasado [l]. bdha [4] §{c]. ry]. 

Rec. s te Kasyapasya tathagatasyantikad uparambhabbiprayair eka dha(rmade)sana s(ruta 
Ir(u)tva c() ekacittaprasado I(a)bdba asc(a)ry(am) 

KP(V-D), SI P/2 § 140, 70r5~70v1. °° te” Kéasyapasya tathdgatasyamtikad 
uparambhabhiprayair eka dharmadesana srruta srutva c()) eva cittaprasado labdba ascaryam 

Prasp. 337.8~9. tair eva tasya Kasyapasya tathdgatasyantikad upalambbabhiprayair esa 
dharmadesana sruta Srutva catkacittaprasado labdbah / evam tair vagbhasita ascaryam 


' Karashima is greatly indebted to Jundd Nagashima who pointed out the following parallel 
passages, found in the Prasannapada. 


° A scribal error for gambbira. 
*" The forms °miile, °grbiter and °babule are inst. pl. 


? [pjravacane : cf. BHSD, s.v. pravacana. The word pravacana~ occurs also at Mvu III 234.20, 
245.8, 270.6; BhiVin(Ma-L), § 8, 1A3.2~3, § 113, 2B8.3; PrMoSa(Ma-L), p. 4, |. 2; SP(O). 388b2, 416b1. 


23 . i 
Or a scribal error for abbiivams. 


* <taib (inst. pl.). 
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[4]6 verso 
1 yavan madhurapriya[bh]ani tathagato + .. myaksambuddha iti + te eke[na c]. tta[pr]. + 
(d]. (n]}. .. .. ga[ta]s tr[aJyastr. ..+.... [fi] + 
Rec.yavan madhurapriyabhani tathagato (rham sa)myaksambuddha iti * te ekena 
c(i)ttapr(asa)d(e)n(a) (kala) gatas tra]yastr (imsesu deves)i(pa)<pa-> 
KP(V-D), SI P/2 § 140, 70v1~3. yavan madburapriyabbani khalv eyant’ Kasyapas tathagato 
Qrham samyaksambuddha iti + te tatas cyuta samand ekacittaprasadena kalagatab 
trayastrinisesu devestipapa- 
Prasp. 337.9~11. yavan madburapriyabhani Kasyapas tathagato ’rhan samyaksambuddba iti 
/ ta etendtkacittaprasadena pratilabdhena kalagatas trayastrimsesu devestipapa- 
2 .. as tenaiva ca hetuna iO + mama éasane pravra[jJitas ta.y e[t]a[n]i [ka] .. pa pam|[ca] 
bhiksuSatani drstipra[s]kandhita + 
Rec. (nn)as tenatva ca hetuna i(ba) mama Sasane pravrajitas ta(n)y etani ka(sya)pa pamecn 
bhiksusatani drstipraskandbhita (ni) 
KP(V-D), SI P/2 § 140, 70v3~4. nnab ten() eva hetuna iha mama Sasane pravrajitah tany 
etani Kasyapa pamca bhiksusatani drstigatapraskanditani 
Prasp. 337.11~12. nnds te tatas cyutah samana ihbpapannas tendrva ca hetunéha mama 
Sasane pravrajitas tany etani Kasyapa patica bhiksusatani drstipraskandbani- 
[i]ma dharmadegana[m] navata_ )[ra}m[t]. va(gaJhanti - nadhimucyante .rtam [pu] .. 
[r e]s[am]. .. yam dharma .e[§a] .. + + 
Rec.imd dharmadesanam navataramt(i) (n)avagahanti - nadhimucyante (k)rtam pu(na)r 
esam (ana)yam dharma(d)esa(naya) 
KP(V-D), SI P/2 § 140, 70v4~5. imam gambbira dharmadesand navataramti névagabamti 
nadbimucyamte na sraddadhamti + krtam punar “esa C)mayam dharmadesanaya 
Prasp. 337.12~338.2. mam gambhiram dharmadesanam névataranti ndévagabante 


ww 


nidbimucyanta uttrasyanti samtrasyanti samtrasam apadyante / krtam punar esam anaya 
dharmadesanaya 
4 [p]. .[ik]. [rm]. na bhiyo [vi] .[ip]atagamino bhavisya<m>ti + ebhir e .. [ska]ndhail[s] 

pa(r]i[nJirva[sy]...+++ 

Rec.p(ar)ik(a)rm(a) na bhiiyo vi(n)ipatagamino bhavisya<m>ti + ebbir e(va) skandbais 
parinirvasy(amti + J ?) 

KP(V-D), SI P/2 § 140~§ 141, 70v5~71rl. parikarma na bbityo vilnilpatagamino 
bhavisyamti + ebbir eva skandhaib parinirvasyamti +> | tatra bhagavan 

Prasp. 338.2~4. parikarma na bhiiyo durgativinipatam gamisyanti / ebhir eva ca skandbaib 
pari<nirevasyanti // atha khalu bhagavan dyusmantam Subbitim amantrayate sma / 


(3) *Anirud(db)a-sitra 
SI P/80 : Turkestan Gupta type” : Plate 3 


A scribal error for ayamt? 
6 os C)mayam ; < esém (gen. pl.) maya (Pali inst. sg. fem.)? 
*” Cf. Sander 1968: Tafel 29, q; do. 1986: 160F. 
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This fragment contains the following peculiar forms: cita (< Skt. citta; r7), babuta (< 
Skt. babudba; 13), vivida~ (< Skt. vividha; 12), Aniruda (< BHS. Aniruddha, 11, 6, v2, 
6), visuda~ (< Skt. visuddha; v6), bavitatva (< Skt. bhavitatvat; 15, 6, v2, 6), samammagata 
(< *samamodgata < Skt. samanvagata, v7. Cf. GDhp. amedi < *anrvedi < Skt. anveti), 
kama~ (probably a scribal error for katama~; 12, 5, 6), emayusparyamta (< ema ayus° 
< eva ayus? >; v5. Cf. Gandhari ema, emu < Skt. evamt), pratyurnnabhavas?® (a 
scribal error for pratyanubhavasi; 13). From these peculiar forms, we may assume 
that themother tongue of the scribe of this fragment was Gandhari and its peculiarities 
crept into the manuscript. It is also probable that the text, to which this fragment 
belonged, was transmitted at a certain stage in Gandhari. 

[50] recto 

1 |! evam maya Srutam ekasmim samaye ayusmam Aniruda” Sravastya viharati sma 
Jetavane Anathapindadasyarame atha sambahula bhiksava(h] yena + /// 

Cf. SN V 303.5f. ekam s, am ayasma Anuruddho Savatthiyam vibharati Fetavane 
Anathapindikassa Grame. atha kho sambabula_bhikkhu_yendyasma Anuruddho ten’ 
upasankamimsu. upasankamitod ayasmata Anuruddbena, cf. also SN V 294.5f. evam 
me sutam. ekam samayam ayasma Anuruddbo Savatthiyam vibarati Fetavane 
Andathapindikassa drame. 

Cf. CSA, T. 2, No. 99, 140a26f. MRE : —H ESA MRE MR, a 
Tae eee cf. also Son 140c25f. RIF FRBA : Ere ae 
an 

2 sardham sammukham sammodani samramjani katham vividam™ upasamhrty eka<mote 
nyasidad! ekamte “nisanna as te bhiksavo ayusmam Anicru>dam etad avocat*” 
kam[{e]sam[m™ **a] /// 

Cf. SN V 303.9f. saddbim sammodimsu sammodaniyam katham saraniyam vitisaretua 
ekam antam nisidimsu. ekam antam nisinna kho te bhikkbiu ayasmantam Anuruddham 
etad avocum: “katamesam ayasma Anuruddho dhammanam bhéavitatta babulikatatta 


mababhinnatam patto?” ti. ..... 
Cf. CSA. 140a29f. SEtHIBIAA, AR, GSS, BARR AR “MATT 
eee, SE, 


* This form seems to show the influence of Gandhari, in which a geminate was occasionally 
marked by the insertion of a non-historic r before an aksara, such as uparno < Skt. utpannab, bhirno < Ske. 
bhinnam (cf. Salomon 1999: 122-123). 


” Aniruda: < BHS Aniruddba. 
” vividém : < Skt. vividba~. 
*' nyasidad: a singular form with a plural subject; cf. BHSG § 25.22. 


32 


nisanna 4s te: s.e. for nisannds te? 

» qvocat : a singular form with a plural subject; cf. BHSG § 25.22 
* kam|[elsam[m] : probably a scribal error for ka<ta>mesamm. 

** [a] ///; probably [é](yusmam) /// 
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3 viddham” pratyurnnabhavasi” + eko bhatva bahuta® bhavasi bahuta’? bhatva eko 


bhavasi ° avirbhavam trobhavam tiraskudyam tira(h](p)[r](@k)[aram tJi[r]. + + + 
/// 

Cf. SN V 303.22f. ismesafi ca pandbam avuso catunnam satipatthinénam (— °andnamt) 
bhavitatta babulikatatta anekavibitam iddbividham paccanubhomi. eko pi butva babudba 
homi, babudba butvd ecko bomi, avibbavam_tirobbdvam_tirokuddam tiropakaram 
tiropabbatam asajjamano gacchami seyyathépi akase. pathaviyam pi ummujjanimujjam 
karomi seyyathapi (cf. also SN V 274.136) 


Cf. SBV I 246.136. sa evam samabite citte parisuddhe paryavadate anangane vigatopaklese 
rijubbite karmanye sthite anifijyaprapte rddhivisayasaksatkriyayam abbijhayam cittam 
abbinirnamayya so "nekavidham rddbivisayam pratyanubhavati. tadyatha eko bhutvd 
babudha bhavati. bahudba bhiitudiko bhavati. avirbhavam tirobhavam jianadarsanena 
pratyanubbavati. tirabkudyam tirabsailam tirabprakaram asajjamanah kayena gacchati 
tadyatha akase. prthivyam unmajjanimajanam karoti tadyatha 

4 *.. dake udake (’)py asajjamano gacchasi - prthivyaOm akaée paryamkena kra<<ma>>si 
- tadyatha paksi gakunih" imau .4 “[p]. ..h [stiryaca] .. m. .[au] + + + + + /// 

Cf. SN V 303.23. udake. udake pi abbijjamano gacchami seyyathépi pathaviyam. akase pi 
pallankena kamami seyyathépi pakkhi sakuno. ime pi candimasuriye evam mabiddbike 
evam mabanubhave panina paramasami parimagami (cf. also SN V 274.16f.) 

Cf. SBV II 246.20f. udake. udake abbinnasroto gacchati tadyatha prtbivyam. akase paryankena 
kramati (*— °enatikramati) tadyatha paksi Sakunih. imau va punab suryacandramasav 
evam maharddbikav evam mahanubbavau paning amarsti parimarsti 

5 d yava brahmalokam kayena vaée vartayasi // yava trparivartakena® // kamesamm™ 
ayusmamn{[n] Ani<ru>da dharmanam “[b]. [v]. [t]atv[a] “+ hu+++++++4/// 

Cf. SN V 303.24f. yava brabmalok@pi kayena vasarm vattemi”ti. (304.2f.) imesam ca 
panabam avuso catunnam satipatthananam bbavitatta babulikatatta dibbaya sotadbatuya 
visuddbaya atikkantamanussikaya ubho sadde sunami dibbe 


Cf. SBV II 246.236. yavad brabmalokam kayena vase vartayati .... (247.1f.) so "nekavidham 


* viddham : < Skt. -vidbam. 

” pratyurnnabbavasi: probably a scribal error for pratyanubbavasi. 

* babuté : < Skt. babudba~. 

” babuta : < Skt. babudba~. 

* |. dake: probably (u)dake. 

*' Sakunib: probably a scribal error for sakunib. 

” [p]. ..b [stiryaca] .. m. [au] : probably p(una)b stiryaca(ndra)m(as)au. 

* tparivartakena : < *tri-parivartaka~. In the SBV, the description “so ‘nekavidbam rddbivisayam 
pratyanubbavati; tadyatha eko bliitud babudba bhavati ....” is repeated three times. 


“ kamesdmm : probably a scribal error for ka<ta>mesayum. 
© [bao] (i){t}atufa] : < Ske. bbavitatvat. 
© phuttt+: probably @a)bu(ikrtatva). 


51 


PDF Version: ARIRIAB X (2007) 


rddbivisayam pratyanubbavati. tadyathé eko bhiutva babudba bhavati ...... (247.15f.) so 
‘nekavidham rddbivisayam pratyanubbavati. tadyatha eko bhitva babudba bhavati ..... 
(247.28f.) so ‘nekavidham rddbivisayam pratyanubbavati. tadyatha eko bbutva babudha 
bhavati;..... (248.1f.) sa evam samabite citte parisuddhe ... divyasrotrapianasaksatkriyayam 
abbimiayam cittam abbinirnamayati 5a divyena Srotrena 
visuddhenatikrantamanusyenbbhayan sabdan srpoti 

6 §” ca manusag ca // kamesimm* ayusmamnn Aniruda” dharmanam_ bavitatva™ 
bahulikrta[t]va °'[par]. [satvan].m .....[u]..+ [nJamce..++++++++44/// 

Cf. SN V 304.4f. ca manusse (v.l. manuse) ca ye diire santike ca”ti. “imesah ca panaham 
avuso catunnam satipatthananam bbavitatta babulikatatté parasattanam parapuggalanam 
cetesd ceto paricca pajainami. saraigam va cittam saragam cittan ti pajanami. vi- (cf. also 
SN V 265.126.) 

Cf. SBV II 248.4f. manusyan apy amanusyan api. ye ’pi dire ye "py antike. .... 248.16f. sa 
abbinirnamayati sa parasatvandam (+ “sattvanam) parapudgalanam vitarkitam vicaritam 
manasa manasam yathabbitam prajanati. saragam cittam saragam cittam iti yathabhitam 
prajanati. viga- 

7 [t]. ragam citam® viga<ta>ragam citam i<ti> yathabhittam prajanasi yava + evam 
sadvesam vigatadve[sajm *..+++++mo.m+++++++4+4+4+4/// 

Cf. SN V 304.9. taragam va cittam vitaragam cittan_ti_pajanami, sadosam va cittam 
sadosam cittan ti pajanami, vitadosam va cittam vitadosam cittan ti pajanami, samoham 
va cittam samobam cittan ti pajanami, vitamobam va cittam vitamoham cittan ti pajanami, 
sankbittam va cittam sankbittam cittan ti pajanami, vikkhittam va cittam vikkbittam 
cittan ti pajanami. (cf. also SN V 265.12f.) 

Cf. SBVII 248.21 f. tardgam cittam vigataragam cittam iti yathabhitam prajanati. sadvesam 
vigatadvesam samobam vigatamobam samksiptam viksiptam 


[50] verso 
1 par(i)tta(m) mahadgatam amahadgatam pramanavad apramanavat* sottaram anuttaram 
asamahita[m] “sa....¢+++ktamc+++eee+e4¢4/// 
Cf. SN V 304.9. mahaggatam va cittam mabaggatam cittan ti pajanami, amahaggatam va 
cittam amabaggatam cittan ti pajandmi, seuttaram va cittam sauttaram cittan ti pajanamu, 
anuttaram va cittam anuttaram cittan ti pajanami, asamabitam va cittam asamabitam 


” ¢: (amanusa)s? 
* kamesdmm : probably a scribal error for ka<ta>mesamm. 
© Aniruda: < BHS Aniruddba, 


°° bavitatud » < Skt. bhavitatvat. 


* Ipar). [satvan].m .. .. .[u] .. + [nJam ce .. ++ probably [par](a)[sarvan](am (parap){u](dgala)jnam 
ce(tesa). 


» citam: < Skt. cittam. 


° +4444 m0 .m: probably (samobam vigata)mo(baym. 


” sa... ++ 4+ ktamc.+: probably sa(mabitam avimu)ktam c(ittam). 
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cittan ti pajandmi, samabitam va cittam samabitam cittan ti pajandmi, avimuttam va 
cittam auimuttam cittan ti pajdndmi, vimuttam va cittam vimuttam cittan ti pa- (cf. 
also SN V 265.18£.) 

Cf. SBV II 248.23f. linam pragrhitam uddhatam anuddbatam avyupasantam vyupasantam 
samabitam asamabitam abbhavitam subbavitam avimuktam va cittam avimuktam cittam 
iti yathabbitam prajanati. vimuktam va cittam vimuktam cittam iti yathabbitam pra- 

2 jami® + // katamesamm ayusmamnn Aniruda® dharmana bavitatva” bahulikrtatva 
*Salnje .i..m [parveniva]sa....+..rati¢++4+..¢+++444/// 

Cf. SN V 304.10. janami”ti. 305.136. imesafi ca panébam avuso catunnam satipatthananam 
bhavitattaé babulikatatté anekavihitam pubbenivasam anussarami. seyyathidam ekam pi 
jatim dve pi jatiyo tisso pi jatiyo catasso pi jattyo pafica pi jatiyo dasa pi jatiyo visam pi 
‘jatiyo timsam pi jattyo (cf. also SN V 265.28f.) 

Cf. SBV Ji 248.26. janati _..... (249.3f.) sa evam samiahite  citte 
purvanivasanusmrti=ianasaksatkriydyam <abhijiidyam> cittam abbinirnamayati. so 
nekavidham piirvanivasam samanusmarati. tadyatha ekam api dve tisras catasrah pamca 
sat saptdéstau nava dasa vinssatam trimsatam 

3 catvarimSad va pamcaéad va jatiSatam va jatisahasram va jatiSatasahasram va 
[n]i va “jae[is]. .[4] .i [a] .e .[a]n[i] ++ +444 /// 

Cf. SN V 305.15. cattdlisam pi jatiyo pantiasam pi jatiyo jatisatam pi jatisabassam pi 
‘atisatasahassam pi (cf. also SN V 265.31£.) 

Cf. SBV II 249.7£. catvari ancasatam jatisatam jatisahasram jatisatasabasram 
anekany api jatisatani_anekany api jatisabasrani anekany api jatisatasahasrani 
samvartakalpam api vivarta- 

4°. lpam va samvartavivartakalpam va anekaQni va samvartakalpani-m-anekini va 
vi<va>rtakalpani an[e}kani va [sam] ......++++/// 

Cf. SN V 305.15.aneke pi sayevattakappe aneke pi vivattakappe aneke pi sanrvattavivattakappe 
amutrasim evaninamo (*— evam namo) evamgotto evanrvanno eva- (cf. also SN V 
266.2f.) 

Cf. SBV Il 249.10f. kalpam api sanrvartavivartakalpam api anekan api samvartakalpan 


anekan api vivartakalpan anekan api samvartavivartakalpan samanusmarati. ami nama 


te bhavantab sata (*— sattva) yatrabam asam evamnaméa evampatya evamgotra eva- 


*faneky. 


5 mahara evamsukhadu[h)khapratisamvedi emayusparyamta® so (’)ham tatag cuta samana 


** j@mi: probably a scribal error for (pra)jé<na>si. 

© Aniruda: < BHS Aniruddba, 

” bavitatud : < Skt. bbavitatvat. 

* alnje .. i ..m [pitrvenivalsa .. .. + .. rati: probably ane(kav)i(da)m piirvenivasa(m samanusma)rati 
(s.e. for °rasi?). 

” [anek]. [nJi: probably anek(@)ni. 

© jatlif]. [a] i [a] .e .[a}n[i]: probably jatis(at)ani a(n)e(k)ani. 

*! | Ipam: probably (ka)ipam. 


“ emdyusparyamta : a scribal error for e<va>mayus® or < ema ayus® < evam ayus° (cf. Gandhari 


ema, emu < Skt. evamn). 
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amutropapanna itas cuta samana “'iho[pa] .. [nn]. i .. + + /// 

Cf. SN V 305.15f. mabaro evayssukbadukkbapatisayrvedi evamayupariyanto. so tato cuto 
amutra uppadinn (v.1. udapadi). tatravasim evamindmo evamgotto evarrvanno evamabaro 
evamsukbadukkhapatisamsvedi evamayupartyanto so tato cuto idhupapanno ti. iti sakaram 
sauddesam anekavibitam pubbenivasam anussarami'ti (cf. also SN V 266.4.) 

Cf. SBV II 249.13f. mahara evarsukhadubkbapratisanvedi evamdirghayub (+ °dirgh°) 
evanirasthitika evamayusparyantah. so "bays tasmat sthandc cyuto "mutrépapannab. 
tasmad api cyuto "mutrépapannab. tasmad api cyutab ibépapanna iti. sakdram soddesam 
anekavidham pirvanivasam anusmarati. ... 

6 smamnn Aniruda* dharmana  bavitatva® bahulikrtatva divyena —caksusa 
igudenatikramtamanusena satvam paéyasi cavamanam upapadyaman[a](m) /// 

Cf. SN V 305.18f. inmesafi ca panéham avuso catunnam satipatthananam bhavitatta 
babulikatatta dibbena cakkhuna visuddhena atikkantamanussakena (v.l. °manusakena) 
satte passimi cavamane uppajjamane bine panite suvanne dubbanne sugate duggate 
yathakammipage (— °upage) (cf. also SN V 266.11f.) 

Cf. CSA. 140b9f. RAO am, BB, SBE. DAR, LAIR, AMR, Fe 
HORE. SER CER, HA. BG, E, FA, BR. BR, BARA, 

Cf. SBV Il 250.3f. sa evar samabite citte parisuddhe ... cyutyupapadajnanasaksatkriyayam 
abbijiayam cittam abbinirnamayati divyena_caksusa_visuddbendtikrantamanusyakena 
satvan (*~ sattvan) pasyati cyavamandn upapadyamanan api suvarnan apt durvarnan api 
hinan api pranitan api sugatim oe gacchato alae api yathakarmépayo- 

7 .{a sat]vam yathabhatam prajasi® ime bhavamti® satva kayaduScaritena samammagata”™ 
vagduScaritena manoduécaritena aryanamm anupav[a]”’ /// 

Cf. SN V 305.19. satte pajandmi. ime vata bhonto satta kayaduccaritena samannagata 
vaciduccaritena (*- °duca°) samannagaté manoduccaritena samannagata ariyanam 
upavadaka (cf. also SN V 266.14f.) 

CfCSA. 140b126 SAK. HARES, 0. REO, SR, 

Cf. SBV II 250.8f. gat satvan («— sattvan) yathabbitam prajanati. ami bhavantah satvab ( 
— sattvab) kayaduscaritena samanvagata vanmanoduscaritena samanvagata aryanam 
apavadaka 


* jbofpa] .. [nn].i..: probably ibépa(pa)nn(a) i(ti). 
“ Aniruda: < BHS Aniruddba. 

© pavitatva : < Skt. bhavitateat. 

© visudena: < Skt. visuddbena. 

* [a]: probably (yathakarmépayog)a. 

© prajasi: probably a scribal error for praja<nd>si. 
© bhavamti : s.e. for °vamto? 


” samamméagata . < *samamvdgata < Skt. samanvagata. Cf. GDhp. amedi < *amvedi < Skt. anveti. 


7 


anupav[a] ///. read {an}upava (daka)? 
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SYMBOLS 

() restored aksara(s) 
{| damaged aksara(s) 
<> omitted (part of) aksara(s) without gap in the MS. 
{ } superfluous aksara(s) or a danda 
_ erased akyara(s), e.g. tira 
+ one lost aksara 

one illegible aksara 
: illegible part of an aksara 
virama 
© string hole 
1 punctuation mark 


a8 the word form B should be changed to a 


ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 
BhiVin(Ma-L) = Bhiksuni-Vinaya, including Bbiksuni-Prakirnaka and a Summary of the Bhiksu-Prakirnaka 
of the Arya-Mabasamgbika-Lokottaravadin, ed. Gustav Roth, Patna (Tibetan Sanskrit Works 
Series 12). 
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BHSD, G) = Franklin Edgerton, Buddbist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar and Dictionary, 2 vols., New Haven 
1953 : Yale University Press; repr. Delhi, 71970 : Motilal Banarsidass. 
CSA = the Chinese translation of the Samyuktagama, T. 2, No. 99. 
GDhp = John Brough, The Géndbari Dharmapada, London 1962: Oxford University Press (London Oriental 
Series, vol. 7). 
KP(V-D) = The Kéasyapaparivarta: Romanized Text and Facsimiles, ed. Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya in 
collaboration with Seishi Karashima and Noriyuki Kudo, Tokyo 2002: International 
Research Institute for Advanced Buddhogy, Soka University (Bibliotheca Philologica et 
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1977: Meicho-Fukyt-Kai. 
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Prasp = Milamadbyamakakarikas (Madhyamikasttra) de Nagarjuna avec la Prasannapada Commentaire de 
Candrakirti, ed. Louis de la Vallée Poussin, St.-Petersburg, 1903-10 (Bibliotheca Buddhica 
IV). 
PrMoSa(Ma-L) = Pratimoksasitram of the Lokottaravadimabasangbika School, ed. Nathmal Tatia, Patna 
1976 (Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series 16). 
PTS = The Pali Text Society 
Ramar. Chi. = the Chinese translation of the Retnarasistitra, T.11, No.310. 
Ratnar. Tib. = the Tibetan translation of the Ratnarasisitra. 
Rec. = Reconstructed Text. 
Salomon, Richard 
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University of Washington Press. 
Sander, Lore 
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(Verzeichnis der orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland, hrsg. v. Wolfgang Voigt, 
Suppl.-Bd. 8). 
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55 


PDF Version: ARIRIAB X (2007) 


SBV = The Gilgit Manuscript of the Sangbabbedavastu, being the 17th and Last Section of the Vinaya of the 
Miilasarvastivddin, ed. Raniero Gnoli, 2 parts, Roma 1978 (SOR 49/I-2). 

s.e. = scribal error | 

Siks = Siksdsammuccaya : A Compendium of Buddbistic Teaching, Compiled by Santideva, ed. Cecil Bendall, St. 
Petersbourg 1902: Académie Imperiale des Sciences; Reprint Tokyo 1977: Meicho- 
Fukya-kai (Bibliotheca Buddhica 1). 

Silk, Jonathan Alan 

1994 The Origins and Early History of the Mabaratnakiita Tradition of Mahayana Buddhism with a 

Study of the Ratnarasistitra and Related Materials, Diss. University of Michigan. 

SI P = Central Asian fragments in the Petrovsky collection of St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of 
Oriental Studies, Russian Academy of Sciences, with the siglum Ser India Petrovskij. 

SN = Samyutta-Nikd@ya, ed. L. Feer, 5 vols., London 1884-1898 (PTS), vol. 6 (Indexes by C. A. F. Rhys 
Davids), London 1904 (PTS). 

T = Taishé Shinshii Daizékyo KiEMWABE, ed. Junjird Takakusu, Kaikyoku Watanabe, 100 vols., 
Tokyo 1924-1934, 

w.r. = wrong reading 
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Buddhist Sanskrit Fragments from the Collection 
of The Institute of Oriental Manuscripts 
in St. Petersburg (2) 


SrisH1 KARASHIMA and Marcarita I. VOROBYOVA-DESYATOVSKAYA 


SI P/67(2) : Saddharmapundarikasitra : Plate 1 
Inventory No. 2092, fr. 1; 1914.5 cm 

South Turkestan Brahmi (main type) 

SP(O) 67r1~68r3; KN 62.1~63.5 (identified by Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya) 
recto 

1 /// + [bh]. stah bala vimoksa§ ca mi sarvi 

2 /// + + nararsabhanam afiti parnah 

3 /// + [h]{a) vaficito ()smi 6 dagaddiée lo 

4 /// + .[a|vihara gamiyana ekakah 

5 /// + nukampi asamgajfiani ca anamtaca 

6 /// {kjatu 8 ratrodivani' ksapaya 

7 /// + .[ijdam eva-m-artham kim bhrrasta eva 

8 /// + + t[r]odiva’ nityakalam* drstva ca a 


Cf. SP(O) dvatrimsatilaksana bhrrasta mabyam suvarnavarnacchavig;,t@ ca bhrrasta 


* bala 


vimoksas ca mi_sarvi rificitas tulyesu dharmesu abo ()smi midha 5 anuvyamy;,yjana ye ca 
nararsabba<na>m asiti pitrnah pravara visista + astadasavenikabuddhadharmas te,,;bhis ca 
bhrasto *()smr ha vancito ()smi <6> //  dasandise loki vighustasabda drstvana te 
lokabitanukampay,,.ka divavibaOra gamiyana ckaka + ha vamcito (’)smiti vi{vi}cimtayami 7 
arstvd ca 67,5, ta lokabitanukampi asamgajhani ca anamntacaksu * ha vamcito ()smiti vicintayami 
(6716) Samgajhanatu acintikatu 8 ratrodivani ksapayami nayako bhityisthag,,,to eva vicintayanta 

* prechami bhagavan idam eva-m-artham kim bhrra<sta> evasmy atha va (6, ()py abbrrasta 


9 prapamcayamtasya mi eva nayaka gacchamti ratrodiva nityakalam™ drstvd ca a- 


* Seishi Karashima is greatly indehted to Klaus Wille, Takamichi Fukita and Jundd Nagashima 


who read his manuscript carefully and gave him suggestions, including pointing out many corrections. 


 patrodivani: = SP(O); cf. KN 62.7. ratrimdivani. 
4 trodiva ; cf. SP(O) ratrodiva ({m.c.] < *ratrodiva < Skt. ratrau + diva); KN 62.9. ratrimdiva. 
* C)smy ha: s.e. for ()smy aba. 
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verso 

1 /// + .{i]tva ima buddhagh[o]sa[{m] sandha 

2 /// ++na bodhimandah* 11 drstivilagno hy a 

3 /// .. nayako drstivimoksaya bravi 

4 /// + {hla sparSayitva + tat[o] vijana 

5 /// + da tu buddho bhavate (’)grasatvah pura 

6 /// + + [s]. to nirvrti tatra [bhJoti 14 vya 

7 /// + + [y]ada pi vyakurvasi agrabo 

8 /// +.. tatvam prathama gira Srutva [v]inaya 

Cf. SP(O) (6742) {a/nya babu bodbisatvah samvarnita lokavinayakebhib <10> so ()bam srunitva 

ima buddhagho.,,,sam™ sandhaya-m-etat kila dharma bhasitam™ atarkike siksmi-m-anasrave 
ca jhane praneti jigagla _bodhimanda 11 __drstivilagno hy abam asi pitrve 
tirthyaparivrrajakasammatas ca tato (67,5. mama asayu jhatva nayako drstivimoksaya_bravisi 
nirvytim™ 12 vimu<m>ctyam adrenstigatani sarve susunya dharmam aba_sparsayitvd tato 
vyanamy aha nirvrto ()smi na che,pi nirvanam idam praka{t}thyate 13 yada _tu_buddbo 
bhavate (<bhavave [s.c.]) (C)grasatvah puraskyto naramaruyaksagg,,yaksasai 
dvatrimsatimlaksanaripadhari asesato_nirvyti tatra bhoti (<doti [s.e.]) 14 vyapanita sarve 
MA sg yina manyitani Srutva tu ghosam aham adya nirvrtib yada ()pi vyakurvast agrabodhau 
purato (surato [s.€.]) 69,3) i lokasya sadevakasya 15 balavamtam asi mama cchambitatvam 


rathama gira srutva vindyar.,kasya : 


SI P/67(2) : Saddharmapundarikasitra : Plate 2 

Inventory No. 2092, fr. 2; 17X10cm 

South Turkestan Brahmi (main type) 

SP(O) 95v6~96r5; SI P/20.4(2) recto 6~verso 5 (BV 16); Wi 44: Fragment 18 verso; 
KN 91.2~92.4 (identified by Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya) 

recto 

u ///++t++4+44.....[t] +44 

v /// +4444 .. [r](itus ca ma[sa] : sam .. 

w /// + + [t]na[m]. [y]. yanam idam pravucya 

x /// .. h Srunonti [y]e ca sugata[s]ya Srava 

y /// + kahimcit* dagah digam sarva gate’ 

z /// +...{a] tuhasme® + maya ca niskasi 

Cf. SPO) 5.5) 474m ratho edrsako visistam rama<m>ti yena sada buddhaputra <S>5 krridamti 

etena ksape<m>ti rigs,» triya divasas ca paksas ca ritus ca masa _* sa<m>vatsaran antarakalpa- 


m-eva ca ksape{: //}oo,,ynti kalpana sahasrakotaya <5>6 ratnamayam yanam (—yavam [s.e,)) 


* bodhimandah : or °manda :?, cf. SP(O) °manda; KN 62.12. °mande. 

* gate : probably s.e. for gave; cf. KN 91.8. gavesayitud. 

5 tubasme : probably s.e. for *()ha ({m.c.] < aham) tusme (“I am your {father].”); cf. SP(O) pita 
C)ba tusmi; KN 91.9. abam pita vo. The gen. pl. form tusme occurs also in SP(O) 18213. atra tusme yani 
kanicit karaniyani tani sarvani kurvatha, cf. KN 188.2. atra vo yani kanicit karantyani tani sarvani kurudhvam. 
Cf. also BHSG § 20.62. 
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idam pravucyate yo gacchati yen(’) tha 9g,,, bodbimandam* vikrridamani babu bodhisatvab srno(m)ti 
ye ca sugatasya Sravaka <5>7 evam pray. janahi tva Sariputra nastiha yanam dvitiyam kabimcit* 
dasa<d>disam sarva gamisayitvd (96,4) sthapya-m-upayam puOrusottamanam* <S>8 putra mama 
yusmi pita ()ba tusmi maya ca Nigg,sskast- 

verso 

1 ///.. .. bh[aiJravatu 59 evam a 

2 /// .. duhkhani ksapitva mukta + bodha 

3 /// n[vajnti sarve iha’ dharmanetri - u 

4 /// + [y](a)m [61 hJinesu kamesu jugu 

5 ///++%+++...0 * [A$ca}rya[m] i.. 

Cf. SPO) ta yusmi dubkbai<b> paridabyamana babudubkhakotibbis traidba<tuka>tu 
bhayabhairavatu 59 €5,vam_aham tva vadi tatra nirvrti * anirvrta yusmi vadami adya 
samsaradubkhani_ksapitva (95,,, mukta bodhaya yanam tu gavesitavyam 60 ye kecit santi iba 
bodbisatva * Srnvanti sarve ivgg,,yna dharmanetri_* upayakausalya tathagatanam yatha vinenti 
babusatva bodhayam 61 bineo,,»su kamesu jugupsikesu ramanmti ye tatra babuni balab dubkham 
tato bhasati lokanary,,,yaka a[scajryam ida<m> satyam ananyatha ca 62 


SYMBOLS 
() restored aksara(s) 
[ ] damaged aksara(s) 
<> omitted (part of) aksara(s) without gap in the MS. 
{} superfluous aksara(s) or a danda 
+ one lost aksara 


one illegible aksara 

illegible part of an aksara 

virama 

a@<£8 the word form 8 should be changed to a 


ABBREVIATIONS 

BHSG = Franklin Edgerton, Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar, New Haven, 1953: Yale University 
Press; Repr. Delhi, 1970: Motilal Banarsidass. 

BV = Gregory M. Bongard-Levin and M. I. Vorob’éva-Desjatovskaja, “Novye sanskritskie teksty iz 
Tsentral’noj Azii,” in: Tsentral’naja Azija. Novye Pamjatniki Pis’mennosti i Iskusstva, 
Moskva 1987, pp. 6-18; plates pp. 302-311. 

KN = Saddbarmapundarika, ed. Hendrik Kern and Bunyiu Nanjio, St. Petersbourg 1908-12 : Académie 
Imperiale des Sciences (Bibliotheca Buddhica X); Reprint: Tokyo 1977: Meicho- 
Fukya-Kai. 

s.e. = scribal error 

SI P = Central Asian fragments in the Petrovsky collection of St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute 
of Oriental Studies, Russian Academy of Sciences, with the siglum Ser India Petrovskij. 

SP(O) = the so-called Kashgar manuscript of the Saddharmapundarikasitra, actually found in Khadaliq 
but purchased in Kashgar. Facsimile edition: Saddbarma-pundarika-sitra. Kashgar 
Manuscript, edited by Lokesh Chandra with a foreword by Heinz Bechert, New Delhi 
1976 (Sata-Pitaka Series 229) [Repr. Tokyo, Reiyukai, 1977]; transliteration: Hirofumi 
Toda, Saddharmapundarikasitra, Central Asian Manuscripts, Romanized Text, Tokushima 
"1981, 71983 : Kyoiku Shuppan Center, pp. 3-225. 


"iba: probably s.e. for ima=SP(O); cf. KN 92.1. mama = SI P/20.4(2) verso 4. 
°444...0: probably (okandyak)o = KN 92.4, SI P/20.4(2) verso 5. 
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Wi = Klaus Wille, Fragments of a Manuscript of the Saddbarmapundarikasutra from Khadalig, Tokyo 
2000: Soka Gakkai (Lotus Sutra Manuscript Series 3). 
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